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INTRODUCTION I»~~j

The Nevada Department ofTransportation is a governmental agency which falls ~erHi_~<'.'
Maintenance Radio Service described under Docket 96-86, Section III. BackgroWi(\,A., .. , ~ . ",. '''',
paragraph 8. NDOT agrees with expanded comments submitted by the American~~n orf/; '()
State Highway and Transportation Officials, (AASHTO) regarding the role ofState "'''1;) .(~
Transportation Departments throughout the Nation. NDOT's viewpoint is that Transportafto~
Departments will become the largest user ofelectronic technologies in governments due to the 0C:
implementation ofIntelligent Transportation Systems. These technologies are communications "
intensive.

NDOT has reviewed NPRM 96-86, and agrees that issues identified by the Commission, under
IV Discussion, must be addressed and resolved. It is also noted that differing viewpoints from
parties will make it difficult for the Commission to produce a product agreeable to all which must
combine the myriad operational, technical and spectrum viewpoints into a strategic plan for
government for the next 14 years. Regarding these issues, it is NDOT's viewpoint that just as
economics has determined the present level ofgovernmental communications systems, economics
will also dictate the future of governmental telecommunications systems. The capability and
capacity ofpresent mobile radios systems which support public safety entities range from
substandard to exceptional. In lieu ofmore spectrum, and more money, the solution to many of
the issues and problems might be in educating government that other methods ofachieving better
communications may be available.

The Nevada Department ofTransportation, faced with many ofthe issues identified in Docket 96­
86, has implemented a program plan to develop a shared regional 800 MHz communication
system based on partnerships with other state agencies, local governments, Federal agencies, and
utilities. To this extent, the FCC has approved a waiver allowing the sharing of frequencies
between the partnership. To date, the results ofthis partnership have resulted in:

1. Spectrum efficiency
2. Increased interoperability
3. Economies ofScale
4. Increased system capability and capacity

However, as noted by the FCC in the approval of the Nevada waiver, the Associated Public
Communi~tions Officers, Inc (APCO) filed opposing arguments to the Nevada Partnership effort
and continues to oppose the Departments efforts to implement this system. This action has
required the Department to seek assistance from the FCC to resolve frequency coordination
issues. In addition to this opposition, the Department has also been required to defend its position
ofnon support for APCO 25. Even with all ofthese issues, many ofthe Commissions
recommended approaches to resolve the issues identified in Doc. 96-86 have already been
implemented by NDOT as a result ofthe Nevada waiver.
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In summary, many FCC recommended solutions which have been implemented by NDOT have
resolved many of the issues identified in Doc. 96-86. The Department is providing comments to
encourage and support the Commission in proceeding and approving staffrecommendations in
this Docket.

COMMENT SUMMARY

It is the Departments viewpoint that the majority ofthe Commissions recommended approaches in
Docket 96-86 are in the best interest of government and/or public safety. In particular, the
implementation ofshared regional systems may be the best solution to meeting both the
Commission's objectives and the needs ofthe citizens. In review ofdraft comments from various
public safety organizations, it is noted that some commentors oppose this method and infer
differences between services and systems of public service providers. NDOT does not agree with
these comments and sees this type ofviewpoint as being detrimental to the resolution of issues
identified by the Commission.

The Nevada Department ofTransportation provides comments relative to FCC Docket No. 96-86
in the following areas:

A. Interoperability
EligibleslPublic Safety Definition

B. Operational Issues
C. Spectrum Issues
D. Technology
E. APCO-25
F. Frequency Coordination

COMMENTS

Under this discussion heading, the Commission identifies two issues:

1. Public Safety Definition

2. Interoperabifity issues

1. Public Safety Definition

While these two issues interrelate, NDOT sees the Public Safety Definition as a stand alone issue.
Pertaining to issues surrounding the definition ofpublic safety, NDOT fully supports a broader
definition which would allow public service providers such as utilities to be included. This
broader range ofusers when coupled with advanced trunking technologies will increase the
probability ofshared systems being implemented. While not specifically addressed in this docket,
the Commission requests comments under spectrum alternatives regarding the implementation of
common shared systems. NDOT sees shared systems as a critical element to addressing and
resolving interoperability, operational, technical, spectrum, and funding issues facing government.
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At the same time, a shared system which supports public service providers ranging from law
enforcement to utilities makes the identification of differing levels of service providers a moot
issue.

A review of radio usage by these providers reduces to two types ofoccurrences;

1. The radio system is used for nonnal conversation where information is not time
sensitive.

2. The radio system is used for urgent conversation where infonnation is time
sensitive and impacts the user or person for which service is being provided for.

The difference between users defined by PSWAC as public safety and public service is that there
is a higher probability that users defined as public safety, will use the radio system for urgent
conversation. However, it is incorrect to say that a user defined as public service doesn't need the
same level ofurgent communications when a need arises.

2. Interoperability Issues

NDOT agrees with FCC comments regarding interoperability issues as they pertain to definitions,
needs, and options. Lengthy discussions have resulted from the need oftwo or more entities who
must communicate with each other. Elements ofinteroperability include technologies, spectrum
and the level of interoperability desired. The Department's position is:

1. Interoperability is desired and needed.
2. It may be needed between two or more entities which in emergencies include

major utilities.
3. That maximum interoperability and cost benefit can best be achieved by a shared

system[1] which has the technology to allow all levels ofinteroperability with any
limitations on the level ofinteroperability being an operational decision.

4. When multiple systems are implemented, the issue reduces to economics. The
level ofinteroperabiIity becomes a function ofcost required to procure the
necessary technical interfaces to connect the multiple systems together.

The NDOT shared system has resulted in achieving complete interoperability between its users,
and has done so in a cost and spectrum efficient manner. It is noted that many comments discuss
the need for interoperability under its subject category but then restrict the ability to achieve
interoperability by classifying different user services or simply oppose the inclusion ofusers in a
service category for which interoperability is desired.

It is NDOT's conchuion that the FCC shOllid allow tUUl eIICOIII'tIfe lovernMelltlll agencies of
all categories tuld utilides which hllVe a direct impact 011 the welfare oftile dtizms (i.e. tile
gretIter pIlblic Sfl/ety tuldpIlblic service cOlflllUlllities) 10 share both COIfUIUJft systems tuld
.freqJcmcies ill order 10 maximize illteroperability ad cost savillgs while illcreasillg system
ctIpIJCity tIIId CIIptlbility.

NOTE 1 Refer to Nevada DepartmentofTransportation "A Case Study Summary • Interopcralility as a Cost benefit ofNew
Technologies and Systems"



II QperqtionqllssHeS

The Commission seeks comments regarding operational issues pertaining to service
features and system requirements. As mentioned in the introduction to these comment~ it is
NDOT's viewpoint that Transportation Departments will become one ofthe largest users of
electronic technologies due to the implementation of Intelligent Transportation Systems. The
applications performed by these technologies include at a minimum the service features identified
by the Commissions staff in paragraph 48 ofDocket 96-86.

NDOT mobile radio requirements are similar ifnot identical to every other mobile user in either
the private or governmental radio services. In summary, there exists the requirement for the
system to:

*

*

*

*

*

provide communications to, from, and between vehicles, people and a control or dispatch
point, and do so throughout its entire operational area;

provide the capability to support either voice or data transmission;

achieve this communications without delay;

be able to intercommunicate with other entities when required;

and use cost efficient technologies or systems to achieve all the above.

The net ofthese requirements results in productivity gain which reduces to better and improved
service to the public.

The types ofapplications used on a system will vary between the users, however the following
can be stated as follows:

As more and more applications are developed, the demand for wireless services such as mobile
radio, cellular, telemetry, PCS, etc., will increase and the costs associated with using or
implementing these technologies will become a major decision factor that determines the level of
communications an agency receives or can obtain. As shown by comments to this NO!, pages
and pages ofapplications using buzz words such as 911 CAD, NCIC 2000, and ITS have been
listed as operational needs. When coupled with the competition internal within governments that
fight for allocations from governmental tax revenues, the objective ofachieving a good
communications system becomes a difficult challenge. Knowing a finite spectrum exists which
must be divided between these services to support the listed applications, the resolution to
meeting the future requirements ofpublic safety should not focus necessarily on spectrum issues,
but instead should focus on meeting the requirements in the most cost effective manner. Radio
frequencies are simply the medium which supports the transmission ofa govermnent's
applications. Unfortunately, the resolution ofthe above issues are further complicated by special
interest, multiple viewpoints, and in many cases the resistance to change by individuals within
governments. This precludes alternative paradigms to present methods from being implemented
that in many cases would enhance the telecommunications capabilities for public safety.
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It is 'the /JqHn1Ittmt's COftcl"siOlt that opmlIioItai reqlliremmts wIIicIa reqllire tile
u.pIem,mtatioft ofelectl'oltic applictItiOfts l't!I111iri11g rtII1io spectnIIII SIIJIPOI1 tIS ;" theptISt wiU
COIItift"e to be basedpti"ciptJlly 011 ecottOlllics. If11II tlgeru:y's 1Y!fllirelnellts ",elltiOlted above
are met, t1tetI decisioIIs regardillg "Mge ofeitIIer commerciollpriWlte 01' govem",mtal ow"ed
systems CIIII reace to 11II ecOltOlllic decisiOlts ofachievi"g tile desired appIicatiolts ill the most
cost effective way.

Docket 96-86 requests comments regarding spectrum allocations options. Alternatives include:

1. Allocation ofadditional public safety spectrum
2. Reallocation ofspectrum currently assigned to Federal Government
3. Requirement of system sharing
4. Use ofspectrum-efficient system
5. Use ofcommercial wireless services
6. Promotion ofmore efficient use ofthe spectrum allocated for public safety use

As mentioned in the introduction ofthis report, the Nevada Department of Transportation in
cooperation with several other local, state, Federal agencies, and major utilities requested and
received a waiver to share frequencies and implement a common shared system. We therefore can
speak to issues 3, 4, and 6 and provide our results to date. By sharing or partnering on the
implementation of a regional statewide system, and using proper frequency reuse with trunking
technologies, a regional system is able to achieve:

a. The individual cost of implementing a system to the department and users is
reduced. This cost savings reduces the burden on the taxpayer and rate payer who
is one in the same. This has resulted in the partnership achieving a state ofthe art
system at a minimum cost.

b. The level of interoperability between the users is maximized as compared to
separate systems and is accomplished as less cost.

c. With proper frequency reusage, the partnership will require fewer frequencies as
compared to each entity implementing a separate system statewide

d. With proper frequency reusage and trunking technologies, greater channel
availability and resultant throughput increases will be available for each user, as
compared to a separate individual systems. This applies to both urban and rural
environments.

e. The costs associated with development ofsupport infrastructures, such as
communications facilities and microwave systems, have been reduced.

f The Nevada shared system has proven that 800 MHZ trunking systems are
economically and technically feasible in both urban and rural areas and that these
systems provide the intelligence and ability to be expanded to provide the needed
bandwidth for future applications as identified by PSWAC.
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Ifthere is a limited amount of spectrum to meet the wireless need ofboth government and
industry, and given that greater bandwidths or better data compression techniques will be required
to support future wireless applications, it is the Commission's responsibility to ensure that better
spectrum utilization occurs. Therefore, both government and industry alike should be required to
maximize their usage ofboth the frequencies and the technologies which support the frequencies.

An obvious method of increasing frequency utilization is requiring smaller service areas. In review
ofissues surrounding the ultimate spectrum or frequency band for public safety, we know that
the spectrum is a finite resource. Using the existing guidelines established by the FCC or
assuming an average service area with a radius of20 miles, the impact ofpropagation differences
between bands become smaller and therefore less ofa decision factor. NOOT agrees with the
Commission that smaller coverage areas should be required to increase frequency reutilization. It
is ironic that some states complain to the FCC regarding VHF systems on high mountains, which
impact large geographical areas beyond the intended service areas, and then complain when it is
recommended to require these systems be engineered only for a given service area to allow
frequency reuse. Contrary to several commentors, NDOT's experience with their regional
system, and a review of the cellular industry, shows that higher frequencies such as 800 MHZ
work in both rural and urban environments. When coupled with smaller service areas,
frequencies throughout the band can be utilized for both urban and wide area/regional systems.
There also appears to be confusion among commentors that the information capacity or density of
a system is related to the frequency band, its geographical usage, and if it is a rural or urban
environment. This is incorrect. The capacity or density ofthe system is not a function of
frequency band, but is a function of applications support. An example could be a system using
TDMA modulation supporting a large number ofvoice units in an urban area as compared using a
TDMA system ofequal capacity serving data applications requiring a high throughput in a rural
area.

In review ofAlternative 5, which recommends usage ofcommercial services, it is noted that a
large number ofpublic safety agencies stated that they must control and have autonomy over their
systems. Given that constant changes in telecommunications methods and technologies are
occurring before equipment life cycles end, this type ofthinking could actually hinder the
advancement ofpublic safety telecommunications. Ifa system can meet the requirements of
public safety and government, as mentioned under operational issues, then the issue ofusing a
governmental owned or commercial service reduces to economics.

One other reason to consider Alternative 1 is to increase the ability for interoperability to occur
since all users would be in the same frequency band. In theory, this would correct many ofthe
problems associated with interoperability. However there are several logistic hurtles which
reduce to costs and funding with changing multimillion dollar infrastructures. Given the
inefficient nature ofgovernment to implement projects or systems, along with delays which are
caused by funding/budgeting issues, and the fact that many systems have been or are planned to
be implemented during the course ofthis docket, the following questions are raised.

1. Ifadditional spectrum were provided, will government funding priorities shift or change to
take advantage ofnew spectrum, knowing that they must make communication! a priority
and redirect or request additional tax monies to implement new systems in lieu of other
projects?
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2. Iffunding becomes available and assuming that systems can be implemented by 2005, are
the technologies being proposed such as APCO 25 adequate to meet both the
Commissions objectives and governments requirements?

3. Ifspectrum were developed, and as shown by the failure ofAPCO 25, does government
have the same incentive to develop and deploy spectrum efficient technologies as compare
to private sector which has both funding for research and incentive.

In review of present government and political structures coupled with resistance to increase
taxes, anyone of the above issues would be a long and difficult undertaking. It would also seem
that the alternatives ofproviding technologies which link different bands together combined with
multi mode radios would be equally effective.

It is the DeptU1mellt's cOlldllsion tlud sillce the spect1'f111I is «fillite resource, t/uIt fII1IIitioIIal
tJlIociItions idelltified IlI1der altemati-ves 1 & 2 s1uMld IIOt occllr ..ltdlpIl6lic safety ClIII prove
that ahematives 3,4,5, tJIId 6, are illcapable ofprovidillg tile reqllired C011I11IllllictltiOllsfor
pablic safety tJIId or illCl'ellSed spectnlm Ilti/irJltiolf. The DeptIrt1rtmt a&o lIotes tltllt ifthe
logistic hllrtles required to traIIsitioll to a COlll11lOll frequency bMd reqllire extensive time,
iIIteroperabiUty still wUlllOl be achieved. As will bedi~ lllUIer teclutologies, those who
implemmt spectrtll efficient techllologies or MtI1'ed systems MOIIId be 1'I!WtJI'detl wIIile th05e
who do lIot employ spectral efficient methods MOIIId be penalized. As will be discIIssed .ntle
teclallologies, tJIId given the track record ofgoveml1lent tJIId govemment~swIIich
attempt to address spectrum and supporting teclallology issues, it is the DqHIl1IfIeIIts viewpoint
that iflIew spectrllm is allocated, andknowing that these allocations will deplete « large
percellttlge ofthe remailling spectrllm resource, indllstry is in « betterposition to IlUlXimir.e its
Ilsage and ensllre that spectrum efficient technologies are developed tJIId deployed.

l!. TECHNOLOGl£$

In review ofthe FCC's goals and public safety's requirements, the relationship and objectives of
technologies which transmit radio waves or use spectrum are:

1. To provide the means to support applications which satisfY government's operational
requirements in a cost effective manner, and;

2. Accomplish these requirements using the smallest amount ofspectrum as possible, and;

3. Allow systems to communicate which each other for purposes of interoperability.

These objectives must be coupled with:

1. Physical laws which govern wireless infonnation transfer;

2. The need to ensure technologies sold to governments are proven; and

3. The requirement to ensure that investments ofmillions ofdollars result in systems with life
cycles ofat least 10 years before reinvestment must occur.
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The Commission bas limited options. It must promote the most spectrum efficient technologies
which are proven and ensure that operational methods such as shared systems are employed.
Since the Department's differences with APCO 25 are technology related, the rest ofthis
discussion and recommendation will also address APCO 25 related issues.

The Commission requested comments regarding technologies which when implemented would
support increased public safety requirements and do so in spectrum efficient ways. The
Commission has identified four technologies which are currently available to support public
safety. They include CDMA, TDMA, FDMA, ACSSB. Ofthese technologies, the Department is
not aware ofproducts which use CDMA or ACSSB technologies and operate on frequencies
eligible to public safety in the 806-824 MHZ band. We conclude that they are more spectrally
efficient than older FM modulation techniques and ifmade available at 800 MHZ or conversely, if
the Department is required to relocated to another frequency band supported by these
technologies, they would be considered.

This reduces to TDMA and FDMA as available options for public safety. As shown by the
industry, both TDMA and FDMA are proven technologies. Contrary to comments regarding
TDMA from some public safety entities, industry would not invest millions ofdollars for research
and development and deploy this technology if it is incapable ofmeeting mobile radio
requirements. It is also noted that TDMA was selected as the TETRA standard for European
public safety entities, therefore, it would appear that those who oppose TDMA for public safety
may not fully understand the issues regarding these modulation techniques.

As mentioned earlier, the Department has been criticized for not supporting the APCO 25 project.
In review ofan incomplete APCO standards process, the major reason for this non support is that
NDOT does not believe that FDMA technologies adopted by APCO will meet our future
requirements which will be bandwidth intensive. In lieu ofin-depth technical discussion of
TDMA and FDMA, which have already been beaten to death in the public safety community, we
conclude the following:

It is the lJepartntent's viewpoint tit. ifNDOT e1Jtlllges.front tIIIalor to digittll t«1Jnologies,
adgivell flltare applicotions which reqllire laigla speed t1JIta SIIJ'PO"4 TDMA tee1t1lOlogy luis tl

greIIter probability to providefor these needY. A mtljor retI$OII for this decision is tlte tJbility of
present TDMA teclaniqlles toprovide badwidth 011 demtuJd Of' ilynllllticlllly iIIIocIIte
btur,tlwidth baed 011 lleed. Jnten this type oftecltnology is tkployed as JHI11 oftl s1ulretl system
witIt other users, the probability ofslallTell bandwidth for both IIt1n'OWband tIIId wideballd
IIpplications is both spectrtllly efficient tIIId cost beneficial to all users.

As for APCO's attempt at standards setting, APCO 25 is the perfect case study where special
interests, a lack ofknowledge regarding how industry works, and as shown by recommendations,
an apparent lack of technical knowledge results in decisions which may not truly be in the interest
ofpublic safety.
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We note the following:

1. In a technical publication by APCO 251 regarding a common air interface, the author
states, ''Each RF-subsystem manufacturer, however, may augment the basic feature set to
include new features which are supported onW on that rnarnQaeturer's mobiles and
portables."

Regardillg this issMe, we observe tIIlJt APCO cOIItilUla to l'efllest IJIIIlitiOllal spectrum
from tile FCC to SIIppot'I public stljety. T1Iese l'ef1lt!6ts arejlUlifled based 011

illterope1Ylbility, IIIId tile l'ef"iremeJJt to S"ppot'IlIeK1fe_res IIIId applicatiOllS. We
thell lIote tIttJt APCO sttIIIdtIrdsprocessespreclllde these tIIlf1lU!lltedfeflblres from
working 011 all illdllstry radio's, IIIId to become proprietary to II particIIlar
1II4IIIlffldllrersprodMcts. Tlais is not in the best illterest ofeither indMstry, tile 1lSeI', 01'

the COlftlllissiOllS goals which is to achieve IIUlXilltllm applicationfrom liliy prodllctfor
public stljety IIIId do so in II spectntm efficient "",,,Iter.

2. There are three major vendors who provide the majority ofequipment for public safety.
APeO has adopted a technology that is proprietary to one ofthe vendors. The results of
this decision are that multiple products are not available to the public safety user and if
there were, because ofissue 1, they would not be fully compatible.

Regardillg this issue, tIIJd lIS shown by tile iIutustty, tIdopting sttIIIdtuds ;11 this method
luis not worked.

3. APeO claims that APCO 25 is the equivalent ofthe European standard TETRA.2 The
core ofthis article reduces down to the biggest difference between the viewpoint of the
Department and several manufacturers, and APeO's adoption ofa technology.

The common elements which drove these two standards and are major subjects in PSWAC
and Docket 96-86 are:

a. A lack ofradio spectrum or channels.
b. A need to meet additional services such as data transfer, vehicle location

information, video transmission, etc..

The difference is that APeO adopted FDMA technology and TETRA adopted TDMA
which is the Departments preferred choice.

It should be noted that practically evex:y qumeot used by APCO-25 to S\IJ1I)Ort its choice
ofFDMA and suPJWTtina tecbnolQiYo which is <>WDed by Que manufacturer. were the
same iQUJUents used by TETRA which resulted in the choice ofIDMA and teclmoIqaies
available under ETSI tQ the entire industry.

Article by Richard A. Comroe, APCO 25-Demonstrating the Power, Potential and Benefit ofa
Standard, August 19% APCO Bu:lIetin.

2 Article by Phil Godfrey, TETRA Digital Radio Core Standard is Completed, August 1996 APCO
Bulletin.
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I" review ofAPeO 25, we cOllchfde tilefollowi"g;

a. TDMA tech"oIogies tIN! more spedI'tIIly efficient tJum APeO's recOlllmefttlatiOllS of
FDMA teclJ"ologies.

b. TDMA techllologies will work ill both a urba tJlJd rurtJI envil'OlJment

Co The tUloptioII ofa tec1lllology whoseproperty rights lire COfttrolled by OIIe
IntJIJllftJCtllrer is lIot ill the best i"terest oftile pIlblic safety Il:set' tJlJdwill "ot provide
for a competitive envi1'OlJlllelJt

d. We do not agree with "or do we IlllderstlUld how APC0-25 reached its COllchfsions.
However, we twte titJt tJllowiIIg llSSocitltiofts SIICh as APeO, wIUch are comprised
mai,,1y ofdispatchers tJlJd "on tec1lllicaJ lIUIIIagers, to mllke decisiOIIs reglllYlillg
techllical stII1ultJnIs has lIot worked {WIlen IlUlking decisions regtJl'ding complex radio
techllologies adsubseqlle"t imptJdS, a tltorOllgh u"tlerstlUlding ofteclt"icaJ
differences along with forces which drive i".stry are ret"ired.]

e. The Department agrees with comments by the commission's stII/ftlttJt it is the FCC's
responsibility tJIId t1ult tIIey may be ill a betterposition w best address lIUIIIy of the
issues lIoted in Docket 96-86. WIIell COllpletl with APeO's oppositioII to the Nevada
ShtJl'ed System, which is showing altemtJtive metIwds ofachievi"g better
cOllllnll"ictJtiOlls th1'Ollgh shari"g, aJOIIg wid better spectrum IltiIiZlltion, we ctUI"ot
recommendplaci"g tie decision processes regtllYlillgp"bIic safety issIIes identified i"
Docket 96-86 OIItside thejurisdictiOll ofthe Commission.

f. q the FCC COlltillUes w allow tJSSOCitJtions or users to develop stII1ultJnIs, tien they
may wish to review the TETRA process tJIId develop a set ofguiMlines regtJl'ding how
sttJlldards wiU be developed. This step may Prevent the "ext sttUttilrdsprocessfrom
faili"g as APCO 25 has done.

In review ofother issues, Docket 96-86 requests comments regarding frequency coordination and
if the changes should occur to the present process. There are recommendations in Docket 96-86
which ifimplemented will significantly change the definition ofPublic Safety. This change will
impact the coordination processes. Options available to the FCC include:

1. Keep existing structures;

2. Provide a single or multiple point(s) ofcontact which can provide any required
frequency coordination service for a user or users through representative
organizations or privatized services.

11



As shown by the Nevada shared system, new technologies can provide for shared systems and can
support multiple public safety disciplines along with other disciplines such as utilities. This results
in several service categories sharing the same frequencies. Understanding that the present
structure was established to meet coordination requirements based on individual frequency groups
for each service and given current recommendations which encourage shared systems between
multiple services, the present method must be reviewed and revised. The issue reduces to:

a. Establishing a single point of coordination for frequencies which are shared
between multiple services;

or
b. Allowing existing representative coordination bodies to coordinate frequencies

presently coordinated under a single organization which are shared between
multiple service disciplines.

It is also understood that the role ofa coordination service is:

1. Be representative of those users applying for frequencies;

2. Offer non discriminatory coordination service and to;

3. Do so in a cost effective manner;

As shown by the Departments experience with APCO-AFC3
, allowing a single point ofcontact

which consists of a private corporation to have a monopoly on frequency coordination is not in
the best interest ofpublic safety.

The Deptu1melttjiltds this metltotl to be costly IIItd toprovide lilt IIl'eIJMefor special ilfterests to
impact or delay lice"s;"g USMes.

As noted, the Department is implementing a shared system at 800 MHZ and therefore is required
to use the services ofa single coordinator, presently APCO-AFC. To date, NDOT has been
operationally and economically impacted by APCO's opposition to the NDOT shared system.
Because ofunwarranted delays which have included requests by APCo-AFC to the FCC to freeze
NDOT applications, the Department has been required to seek relieffrom the FCC and request
assistance from the Nevada Attorney General to stop interference by APeO, a private non-profit
corporation. As has been documented, APCO has not been representative ofthe governmental
agencies implementing this system, has not provided non-discriminatory service, has been costly,
and as mentioned, negatively impacted the Department both economically and operationally.

~eference requests by the state and responses by FCC and Nv. Attorney General for assistance regarding
frequency applications sent to APeO.

12



In review oftechnologies which provide common frequency data bases which can allow existing
representative coordination bodies to concurrently work in shared pools such as the public safety
UHF category for coordination and licensing. When coupled with technologies such as
INTERNET, we know that technology can allow for multiple entities to provide and accomplish
the technical requirements necessary for proper frequency coordination and do so in a distributed
fashion as compared to centralized methods such as a single point ofcontact. Issues and
arguments regarding frequency coordination now reduce to the cost for the user to obtain
coordination along with providing several avenues to accomplish the frequency coordination,
should a coordination service not be providing proper response or support.

It is the lJeptIrtnteItt's COIIclasion t1uIt ifpresent methods offretl.IleIICY coortlbtlltion COIItin"es,
"sen MOIIId beprovided mllitiple tJVeII"es to dinefmlllency coordiIItItion. Expandillg on
this WIle, tile existing represmtlltive coortlbuItion bodies should be allowed to coordiIuIte liliy
servicepool of.fmlllencies similar to the UHF Public Safety band. This willprovide " "set'

lite option ofobtIIiftingfreqllency coordilUltiOltfrom llfllltipIe semces which will CfIII&e lite
process to be conapetitive based 011 cost adservice ill lieu ofbeillg req"ired to obtai" service
from " smgleprovider. We tdso "gree wida the ability to place systems in opertltiOll "poII

approvalfrom the coordinating body.
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